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: PLAi;fHIM&. AND EISOURCE DEPLOYMENT 
A STUDY OF: 5SMJGBS IN -MAEAIIASET3:A 

■ ^ . ^ ' - simiPTO yrnmiE - 

SECTIOIT' I ' , : , : ■ 

INTaOBUCTIOM 

The c.en.tral objective of relief operations during . 
drought is mitigation of imuieciiate distress and preven-^ 
tion of loss of life. Primarily .this takes the form of 
providing purchasing power through paid employment to 
the community 7i?hich has lost its normal source of income 
in the collapse of agricultural operations. Fortnightly 
bulletins issued.-/ from the affected districts, of Mahara- 
shtra revealed that during the last agricultural year, 
July 19 72 - June 1973, about 140 crore x’upees had been 
spent in providing employment to the affected people 
upto a maximum of 50 lakhs per day. Whether indeed this 
Ipvel'of operations substaistially mitigated distress of 
the affected coaimunitv; whether the wages offered were 
suff.icien-t' to maintain tne' 'family; whether most indivi- 
duals seeking relief employment found it; thesfe are some 
of the important questions,, investigated in the companion 
studies on the' community', ..--the .fam'ily etc. 

1. For official thinking on this point see ’*Eeport of 
the Fact Find ing '■Cbmmi.tte.e' -'for Survdy' of ' Scarcity • 
Areas , ■; Maharashtra' -'Stalie;, . 1973 :A Vol ' ' p”i84 , 



The present, study is concerned -^ith-a different 
aspect of these operations;. In fin. underdeveloped economy 
suffering from an acute scarcity of fievslopiaent resources, ’ 
and also caught in .an inflationary spiral^ the dimension 
of relief policy has. to he much ?;ider than merely miti- 
gating liir,*ediate': distress . ' Thi.s is necessary if the relief 
operations are to .he prevented from ca.using serious dis- 
tortions in the economy and aggravating an already existant 
crisis. Fortunately, this second aspect of relief policy 
has no'!^ been explicitly recognised in governmental policy. 
In terms of 'nolicy, the first question relates to, the level 
of operations, vhile the second, relates to the pattern of 
resource deployment for such operations. 

is on this second 

■aspect of administrative response to the recent drought 
■In.'Kaharashtra .■■■ 'T.he purpose of ' the exercise,,!^ to derive 
some policy indieat-urs for planning and •f.ficient resource 
. allocation in similar disaster relief programme in the 
, future . 

■I ■ In designing an allocation study of this kind, the 
starting point aiust, necessarily., he an identification of 

■ 2 .^.See.,; -iir addition -to the; re.portVcited above (l) Scarcity 
av'CompendlUffl'.. of .-Government - Orders', -Govt . ' of Maharashtra, 
1973 { II) The. Bombay scarcity }.ianual (draft) Bombay 
1962, (ill) B.ii, Chougule - Plan pf ,7[orks to meet the 
scarcity situation in Aurangabad Division, etc. 
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the criteria which should have governed the choice of -fi,. 
deplbyiHen't' pattern ' in the given ’situation. Government 
correctly.' de-cMeci tliat^ the -primary -emphasis '^ihils choosing 
the pattern of rer/oterce dieplsymont , aliould he on selecting- 
'productive types of relief ' work. Productive from the point 
of v-iev,' of developaraht in ^general & curbing the recurrence 
•of drought in particular,'^ ’■■lovyeve-.c, -apart from this major 
objective; there was ul3.> -o cecond-ary objective which was 
not always 'm-ade explicit, -This, was the 'minimisation of 
Inflationary preesuros unleashed by the operation of the 
'drought relief employment programme ■■ (Henceforth DIE?).,^ 

Operationally these tw-o o'bjectives may be interpre- 
ted as two alternative oxtremising criteria. The first 
'and -more important crit^^ria- is maximising the long term 
'’developmental and scarcity reducing value of the selected 
^work projects, "'fe shall call this the Social lt.il ity 
-Criteria,' 'The otherj e short term criteria, is minimisa- 
'-■tioh'-'df the money cost of ’-employment , We shall' call this 
-the Cost ’’'-Sff’ibiency' Criteria'.'-'f ’-The’ two criteria are not -.j 
-' eoterm'inus -in ‘the’ 'di-pla'-ym-ent'^patterns which they indicate i 
■’ahfi' yet they are both ‘reiev-ant to -the ’problem.' Accordingly; 
"'•we h-av' 0 ’ adopted '-’both ’ the ■■or-iteria. for- our- analysis and i 
■ combined''' 'them through ' the'-'.:'ah:a'l'yt-ieal -device of- lexicogra- , 

' phlC'-"ofd'ering, ■ ' " . ' , -•..h':'-. ' , , ' ■ ; 

‘'S'"# ’ Stee'*' the "d'ocuWrit S' -eited’ --above ; 



.-A worn! about: tlie data. The district, selected for 
this,' study is duraagatoad. -aad. the ref'erence .period is the 
agricultural year, ,-.19 7,2-73 . Aurangabad \.7as . selected since 
.'it w.as one ■ of the .■:?orst affected ddstricts and demanded 
one-of‘ the largest relief operations 1972-73 was the third 
consecutive year of drought and the worst. In all,, some 
twenty five, different .agencies were involved in.^ DIISP during A 
■ that year in /iurangahad . Pata ;Was collected, on various ' A- 
■aspects of ■ operat ions undertaken hy each of the agencies 
and assembled, together with the help of the Scarcity Cell 
T/hich. had been especially 4 ?reated to monitor the operations 
in the office of the district collector. 

' . The analysis which follows has been divided into 

■f.ive parts. In section II-' we , have discussed the broad 
'scarcity plan vrhich was outlined for -;mrangabad District 
vJe'- ha.ve also described- some exercises which. we undert^vck '■ 

to' inte-rpolate . various targets regarding the time profile ! 

i- 

wand ■■'sectoral pattern,'' in oi'cler , to lend .^-".eater' substance to 
''•.'the. ' scarcity „p.l,an frame'.' In section III we., have .discussed 

i'ij' 

the short term Cost Efficiency Criteria, the OTotimal ranking A 
of projects according to this criteria and the, rationality 
of fund deployment ,:v..envisaged in the Scarcity Plan, in terms- 
of this criteria.' In section, IV we have discussed the .| 

classification of works according to the more important | 




Social ■ IJtility Gr iter ia and coapared, tae plaimed allocation 
pattern to the pattern suggested by this criteria. In Sec- 
tion ¥ we have assessed the actual pattern of deployment of 
resources in terms of the ' two criteria , comhined together 
in' a system of lexicographic ordering, and examined what 
impact the planned allocation haci on this actual allocation. 
Finally, in section ¥ I, we have tried to s'uanarise our main 
conclusions about the' desired strategy of allocation under 
'similar contingencies and the rele\cance of planning in 
disaster relief operations, 

SECTION II 

THB SC/HCITY PL-ASbFOl BlS'i:^ICT '\b;V''v: 

In keeping with the recommendation of the Scarcity 

.... 

Manual' a olan wets worked out for all districts in Auranga- 
bad Givlsi'on and brought together in a Divisional plan 
which T.'-as re.ady by January 1973, The plan for Aurangabad 
district had a tirae horison of, nine months from the initial 
date of 1st January 1973. Tho consequences . of working out 
the plan while the urought was . underway, instead of doing 
so -a.s a s'£and tn/5 preparation 'pro ced ing he. drought , as 
;suggest'3d ,„j.n the .scarcity. Manual , will he discussed later,' 

1, See the Bonhay Scarcity Maflual (draft), Bombay, 1962 
..... (hence forth re f err dd-'"t'Cii' ’’as '"■Saar city 'Manual) , 

■Cftapte'r'‘''l . , 'Standing' 'Prepara,tl'onl, 

2, ' Sec Chougule.. - Plan.-'.of .fsbrks to meet the scarcity 

■(henceforth referred to as Scaro-ity 


mmm’* 



In this section e briefly describe the dirxnsiono of the 
plgii r-: ■ e e N 

3mployment on different relief i^orks, wbich stood at 
2.68 lakhs on the initial date of 1st Jf-muary 1973, 'was to 
be raised to a peak of almost 5^3 lakhs,. TJoaever, no 
detailed time phasing vms spelt out in the d .ocument . For 
the present study, i^dnich covers the agricultural year 
July 1972 to June 1973, it has been assumed that the plan 
envisaged reaching this peak hy June 19 73 at a constant 

3 

linear growth rate starting from an Initial point at the 
end of the 6th month of our refersnct year. 


-Monthly enployment targets have, accordingly, been 
interpolated using the formula • 


= Aj . Bj (t.6) 




1/6 (Tj-Aj) 


j —1 » • » i 7 
t=7. . . „12 


Fhero is the average daily employment in.^th month on 


of relief work; 


is the potential peak employment 


to be reached in the gth month of the plan, Juno 1973, in 
^th type cff work; and indicates the month, The estimates 

have; .Ibphh-^ 

■from inhexurc' XVI of ' thd'--, Scarcity -Plan hnd' ad us t.ed to the 


3. The assumption is base-d'-' on' the "broad'- time- perspective of 
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■aearest It sfeou-M be: not .66 . t fiat t’ae twelve work 

categories listea in tliC :3carcity Plan bave been suitably 
'Eo€:if iod to 'seven categories comparable tlie breakdown 

■■of work, categorios- io ' t'le priEiary data wbieli was assembled 
•Titii tbe help of tlio Scarcity Cell, .of the Aurangabad dis- 
trict collcctorate , 

The Euonthly cionlo yi/ioE t e£ti;.;;atcs intcrrpolated, from 
■ tbe plan have been . re- p. ciu cod jn Table 1. 

, , iDj;v.;rL0B,;3iiT :?"::c.,r:,cTaObs ot ;x . fl./® 


TYPE -OF ..FSLISF ' ' A' ' ■ 3 H. 

;fOEK ' 


*’8 "9 


figui^es in thousand 

J ■ N ■ 

11 12 


l.MAJOU & M3DIUM 

2 

0,8 

. 2.8 

3 .6 

4.4 

5 .2 

6,0 

6 ,8 

28,8 

naiGATION 










2.MIN0E 

TION 

1 

3 ».2 

4,3 

7.4 

10.6 

13 ,8 

17.0 

20.2 

73 ,2' 

3/i^LL I11IG.ATI0N 

ETC. . 

17 

5 .5 

22 ,5 

, 28,0 

. 33,5 

39.0 

44.5 

50,0 

217,5- 

4. SOIL C0N3S.TVA- 
TION ETC. 

12 

10.2 

■■>9 O 

j :. • c-f 

32.4 

4.3 ,6 

,'52.8 

63.0 

73.2 

286.2 

5 .,AFF0CE3T...i.TI0N 

0 

0.4 

0,4 

0 ,8 ■ 

r 1.3, 

1.6 

" 2 .0 

' 2..4" 

8,4' 

'6, METAL BE3ACING 

37 

3,8. 

40, 8' 

44,6 

48 .4 ' 

. 32 ,2 

36.0 

59.,8 

301.8 

7, .ROAD BUILD IHG 

39 

1.8 

40.8 

42 .6, 

44 »4' 

,'46 ,2' 

■4.8.0 

49.8 

271,8 

TOTAL 

108 

24,0 

132 .0 

156.0 

iso.o- 

204.0228,0 

235,0 

1152 ,0 


.rSource : B.ir., Chougulo Plan 'Of* works to meet* the 3c.r-ircity Situatloi 

Aurangabad Division. ' 


i; Annexure No .XVI mi 39 ^ ' 

.'■a) The estimates of the Intercept A are derived fro'.d. the figures for 
a existing labour strength at the end of . December- i9‘72 j-'-expre-ssed '.to the 
'‘"nearest thousand. 

■|:'b) The *ali»ates of B correspond to the slope of the assumed employment 
''|i:expansion path, , / 

The values of H. , 'L = 7 .12',." Correspond to the interpolated eraploy- 

'I'Bient estimates of SaclT month, January 1973 to June 1973 ., 

'•|i;d) Monthly Siaployment has been .difined 'hcrei as the average number of 
. i- labourers attending per day in .a given '.month. 


The plaiuiefi espeBdlture for generating the estimated 
-total of. about 11.5 lakh' nan-Qonths .of craploynient during 
the six nonth period-, January 1973 to June 1973,- was 
■'■Is. 500- lakhs out of a -total planned expenditure of Rs.SSO 
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lakhs for- the entire nine i.-ronth -plan,. However,- the break- 
down of. planned expenditure- for each, typo of work is avai- 
lable only for the entire nine month period 'and not for the 
first 6 -. months. To .estimate . tixe worhwise distribution of 
expenditure .during the first six months it has been assumed 
that the proportion of planned expenditure during this period 
out of the planned expenditure' for nine months, on each 
work type, is the saiae as the ratio of total planned expen- 
diture for first six months to total planned expenditure 


for nine month in the Scarcity plan. 

Thus expenditure, on each 'work type 3,3 = 1 .-7, 

haS' been 'estimated- using, the formula- ' 

^ A / ! \ 7 ^ 

' 'i: l-Ait 


. .)c. 
b-A 


i f r.J t/ 

I ■'•H3 7 ■ 

^ A -- ---- 


I A-V 5 


t--7 


I'i . ... . . ■ • 

where^)C.., is the estimate of - planned ex-nenditures on 
f -- 7 

xTOrk of the .th type during 'the period January to June, 


4. See scarcity -Plan, innexure XVI pg,39, 


"'’ti is the claimed expenditure on work of the .tli 

^- -7 ; ■- , , . J — 

type during the" entire plan period of nine months and 
' 7 15+3 7 ' 

r .f i a-0 total planned expenditure on. all 

t -:'-' +.1 ' • t'? ■ , ' ' ^ . . , , 

?;ork types for. -the periods January to June and January to 

B'eceraher respectively. The estimated results are repro- 
duced -in ta-hle 2 col .3 . The assumption underlying this 
estimation seems reasonahle since the summation over all: 
work types of estimated expenditure on each during the 
first six months of tile plan over estimates the total 

planned expenditure during the period by an error margin. 

• 5 

of less than 5%. 


Table 2, which brings together the estimates of 
employment and outlay targets of different types of works 
in Aurangabad District, may be treated as the plan frame 
of- .scarcity works for the 6 month : period January to June 
whibla f ails •■within the re.*, erenee per iod.-o.f 'Our study i.e,, 
the agricultural year 1972-73. ’ I'-Jhile we -are not, at this 
stage, evaluating this plan, it is necessary to note here 
some obvious inconsistencies between the stated priorities 
of the Scarcity Plan and the priorities which emerge from 


5, The margin of error 


j4 


A 


1 £ X 
t"-7 JX1 





works out to he 4.5^ 
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• ' " ■ I 

csrp 

■.J> i, jL£iLt±.X . 

:(2.) 

ES SCA'CIT 

T FLAj 

1 

;J TIF'GSTS 

[3) 


...-.liL. 

TYI3 OF FORK 

ESTIMATE OF 
FLAIfflED EMPLOY- 
ivffi:HT(JM-JBNE) 

(000) 

S3TI] 

■FhMU 

EIE-I' 

(JAN. 

AATS OF 
JSD EX? — 
rUEE 
-JONS) 
(000) 

SSTIMATEE COST- 
COEFFICIENT 0? 
SiYPLOYMINT 
(SCARCITY PLAN) 

1^M4J0S & 

29 

(2 .4) 

1420 

(3,7) 


49, ,0 

lap.IGATICh 

2*MIN0E IFFIGA- 
TION 

73' 

(6..1) 

3409 

(6.5) 


46,7 

3^tf/ELL IXFIGATION 

2 IS 

(18,4) 

14773 

(28,3) 


67,8 

ETC . ■ 

4*S-0IL COiJSSlWA- . 

286 

(24.1) 

16364 

(31.3) 


57,2 

:'riOH STCi; f / 


s 

(O.T) 

682 

(1.3) 


85,3 

6 J'^.TiiL 3SE/dIING 

302 

(25.4) 

11364 

(21,7) 


37.6 

7 ,ROrD C DliSTr- UCT ION 

- '■ 

272 

(22.8) 

4261 

(8,2) 


15.7 


3 our ; Scar" Ity Plan, B.IC. Chou- ule. Page 39 /iunexure XVl 


a) Colum (4) gives the estinated cost per rjen-ciontli of 
etaployLient i.e, Gol,{3)'--Col,(2), 

h) Figures in parentheses', give percentage to colursn total.; 

c) Column (2) is reproduced from table 1, It gives the 


'll- ; - , 

the quantitative targets of the plan. In the quantitative 
plan frase, the hulk of eiLployment creation was targeted 
for four work categories. Of this, soil conservation and 
other land developing activities (24,1^) and well irri- 
gation (l8,4f») had the highest stated priority; hut laetaX 
breaking (25, 4fs) and road construction (22,8%) which x^ere 

also, targeted to provide large shares of total empjoyiaent 

' ' "'O' 

’<gere; among the lo?/est in the stated order of priorities 

hecause of thoir low productivity. 

In teruis of outlays, the largest proportion went to 
so il conservation etc. (31.3%) and well irrigation etc, 
(28,3%); hut metal hreaking also got one of the largest 
shares' (21.7%), Xoad construction (8.2%) got much less 
hut it was still larger than the shares going to major 
and medium Irrigation and- Minor Irrigation, ; 

in fact , Major and Medium Irrigation and Minor 
Irrigation, xvhich ranked high in the stated order of prio- 
rities were given only a marginal place in the quantita- 
tive plan well below metal breaking and road building 
which were acknowledged to he much less productive. 


6. See Scarcity Plan, page 5. 
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SBGTIOIJ III 

COS? EFFICI3HCY OF ALLOCATION 

It was pointed nut above - that- any allocation Dust j 
necessarily, be evaluated in tersis of tbe specific objec- 
tives for wliich tbe particular allocation is undertaken. 

We also noted tbat' for purposes of evaluating the deploy- 
ment pattern of BEEP, the specific objectives of DEEP 
suggest two alternative criteria. In this: .sect ion we 
discuss one of these two. or iteria i .e. the cost effici- 
ency of allocation. 

Given the huge burden imposed by DEEP- on the govern- 
ment budget, it was crucial to ensure that funds were 
deployed in that direction where the maximum volume of 
employment could be generated for a g iven quantum of money 
Such a pattern of deployment would imply a strategy of 
:emphasising labour intensive pro jecics as opposed to 

less labour intensive projects. This principle had alre- 
ady been incorporated in the Scarcity Manual,^ which laid 
down, that labour intensive works , particularly those 
requiring unskilled labour, should be given priority. The 
same principle was reflected again in government orders^ 

|||W;Sep|;;;S:c;aphity:'l 

2. See Scarcity - A Compendium of Government Orders 
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and tbe aims and objectives of the Scarcity Plan whicii de—: 

as ; . . : ' 

f inedyoiio , of its major goals the avoidance of waste and iais 

3 

Hianage.ssent, of resources. . " , 

■Operationally this criteria of project selection 
can he interpreted as one where the priority ranking of 
a project is made an inverse function of its cost . coeff i- 
cient of employment. 

The cost coefficient of employment has heen defi- 


ned here as 


r T 


^ G i J / ^ t I 

t'-t X 


There d\ i® th® cost coefficient of employment 
of the jth project, is the number of man months of 

employment provided on the .th = nroject in the .th = 

■ i * J 

month and is the expenditure on the ^th project in 

the ,th month. In other words p. measures the money 

' ■ j 

cost of the man month of amployment in the .th type of 

3 

work. 


3. See Scarcity Plan, Page 3 



It will be recalled that, of the period under study 
i,e , the agricultural . year J.uly 1972 . to June 1973 , the 
first sis months did not esplicity have a plan and the 
second s.is .month period bad an explicit plan. Consequen- 
tly, for piirooses of comparison, four different estiEiates 

of the S ‘ coefficients have been computed, 

3 
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T13LE - ' 3 


REALISED & PL/E«IEB COSi' COEFFICIENTS EMPLOYMENT 


fl) • (2) (3> (4) C5l_, 

A.C’Q Tniril.T-iriS AT. TOIPE’? -rAli. .T ' ■ . twtj TAF?- XT 


TYPE 0? uO'JZ 

ACRICULTUE.AL 
' EEiQ 19T2-73 
(PERIOD i-Il) 

PERIOD I 
July-Dee , 
72 72 

PERIOD li 
Jan -June 

73 73 

SCiillCITY PI 
Jan - June 
73 73 

lAIJOR & ivUDIUM . . 

IlRIO-l.TIOn 

47 *6 - 

'A' 6 0.4 

46.7 

49,0 

ECINOR ISHIGATION 

57*0 

49,3 

57.4 

46.7 

I/SLL I-TIIGATION 
: ETC. ' : " /. 

39.8 

46.8 

39.4 

67.8 

SOIL COHSSRVATION ■ ' 

• ETC. ; 

33*8 

27,1 

38.0 

. 57.2 

iEFFOESSTA-TION ' 

20.0 . 

■j— »' • 

20,0 . 

85.x': ;r;j 

IviSTAL 3:iEi:.j:iING 

40.6 

29,8 

44,5 

37.6 

ROAD G OUST 'NJ CT I ON 

41*1 

3i.5 

45,9 , 

A 15*7 -I 


Source : (a) Colusms (2), (3) & (4) have heen eotifflated from primary 
data 'iS surah led with the I ’-Ip of the Scarcity Cell, Coliectoi 
Office., iluraiigahad .I'lstt, 

(b) CoiuiaK (5) has been reproduced iron table 2, 
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The series {9 . 0 . are the realised coeffi- 

3 .33 

cients for the whole year July 1972 - June 1973, Period I 
'from JuTy''''fq‘“'l;e”cemT3er , o'f '''i972 which had no explicit plan 


and Period II from January to June of 1973 , which had an 
explicit . plan , respectively,' is' the series of co- 

efficieiits derived from the employment and expenditure 
estimates of the Scarcity plan i^hich were computed earlier. 
The four sets of cost coefficients of employment are 
reproduced in table 3. 

For the three different sets of actual or realised 

coefficients, we note that the annual series is 

/Oil ■ 

very close to the series of the planned period fj- 
even in absolute terms. In terms of ranking these two 
are identical^, 

and , & j ^ are very similar because Period II 

hears a much larger weight in the annual series than 
period I* the magnitude of relief operations having been 
much larger in the second half of the year. The coeffi- 
cients for the first half of the year are lower 

than ^ except for well irrigations & Major 

and Medium irrigation. Consequently these have a lower 

:ih;;the ;;aerle s : ;than. in; 

3 3 3 
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' Apart froa these few differences, however , there 
is- complete coiislstency in,, the ranking of projects in 
the three different, series of realised cost coefficients. 
The ■ hroad '■ pattern of priorities which emerges - or ?/hat 
we might call the optimal ranking of different types of 
works according to the cost-efficiency criteria -.is 
the following'; 

The cheapest sources of offering employment are 
the different types of land developing activities e.g. 
soil conservation, nala bunding , ayacut development , 
and afforo'tttation. The next- most inexpensive source of 
offering employment is well . irrigation , desiltation >«f 
Village tanks eto. This is followed by metal breaking 
and road building . At the bottom of the ordering comes 
major and neclium irrigation and minor irrigation. 

Turning to the Scai ;ity Plan, two '.mportant ques- 
t ions arise , First , is the co st coefficient series im- 
plied in the Scarcity Plan frame realistic? Secondly, 
how does the- deployment pattern of the Scarcity Plan 
compare with its own cost efficiency ranking and the 
optimal ranking in terms of the realised cost coefficie- 
|hthl.:AS6hie''S? A , ' 'A: A ---'A- A^’^ 

As to the first question, there are several impor- 
tant deviations in the' series ^ t as compared to the 

1 tJ . ‘ 




otlier three series 'of co'st coefficients. The coefficie- 
nt for afforestation is more than 200^ greater than the 
actual. The coefficient for road construction is 100% 
too small, even if one takes the lowest of the three 
realised coefficient h. The coefficients for soil conser>* 
ration etc. and well irrigation also turn out to he far 
too large. Consequently, the cost efficiency ranking 
tiirown up' hy the 'Scarcity plan frame is quite different 
from the optimal co'st efficiency ranking computed above. 
The cheapest sources of employment, according to _ the plan 
coefficients, turn out to be road, construct iqh' and metal 
i»reaking. Mforestation , which is in fact the cheapest 
source of employment, becomes the most expensive in the 
plan. Major & Medium Irrigation or' minor irrigation are 
not the most expensive sources of employment in the plan 
as in reality, \fhile well irrigation which is in fact 
one of the cheapest sources, turns out to he one of the 
most expensive in the scarcity plan. 


Coming to the second question i.e, comparing the 
planned deployment of funds with priority rankings based 
on the cost coefficients of the Scarcity Plan as well as 
those based on the cost coefficients realised in DEEP, 
x?e find ah extremely interesting phenomenon. The pattern, 
of fund deployment Envisaged in the Scarcity Plan is not 



consistent -7tth It s o-m cost-efficiency ranking , but it 
is quite consistent with the ranking based on the realised 
CO st-coef ficients I i ' 

■ : . ■ ■ ,4 

There are two exceptions to this consistency, which 
can be explained independently -and we have done so below. 

A'iB for the general ’consistency, it leads to three 
important conclusions about the formulation of the Scar- 
city Plan, 

a) It indicates that cost-efficiency was closely 
■ adhered to as a criteria in the deployment of 
.. funds for D3.EP as envisaged in the Scarcity 

Plan. ' 

b) In adhering to the cost efficiency criteria, 

■ ' the dec ision makers had -at their command , very' 
precise and correct intelligence regarding the 
relationship between costs and volume of emp- 
loyment to he generated in the different types 
of relief works, / 

c) Eowever., insplte of this intelligence, which 
was used in planning the deployment of funds, 
the cost cooff icien'ts of eiaployment implied 

, , in the Scarcity Flan frame we-re quite unreal- 

istic. The most plausable explanations of this 
paradox seems to he that once the basic fund 
deployment pattern had been chosen according to 
V ' a rational criteria and laid down in the plan, 

; ... ■ the approximate peak employment 'potentials were 

laid down on some impressionistic basis. No 
* rlgourous exercise was done to work out the 


4. See table 4, Column 4 
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: ' '"precise eiaployaent prof ile associated ."ith the 

resource deployaexit in the ^ 

Plan. 

■ • ' ^Tlie 'tr70 exceptions to the otherwise close corres- 

pondence between the realised cost efficiency ranking 
and planned deployment pattern are. Afforestation and 
Major ^'and ivied iua Irrigation . It ; is easy to see that 
there are severe locational restrictions on both these 
types of works. Neither of them can be spread in a large ^ r 
scatter of x7ork sites conveniently located near villages 
etc., unlike most of the other works. Afforestation can 
only be undertaken on any significant scale in the res- 
tricted pockets of forest land, ivlajor and Medium Irriga- 
tion, which consists of permanent construction work, can 
he taken up at short notice only where the necessary pre- 
liminary work e .g , surveys etc. have been done and plans 
alreauy exist for taking up these works in the near future 
under normal circumstances. 

To sum up, we have seen what should have been the 
optimal ranking of works according to the cost-efficiency 
criteria, have seen also that the cost-efficiency rank- 
ing implied in the Scarcity Plan frame was quite unrealis- 
tic. Nevertheless, the fund allocation envisaged in the 
Scarcity Plan adhered very closely to the optimal ranking 
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and was based, upon very precise and correct intelligence 
regarding tbe actual co st-Qoef f icients oi eaploynent in 
diff'erent worlis . vliat we bave: not done so f ar is to 
examine and evaluate the actual deployment' pattern -during 
the reference year 1972-73. 

, ■ Before we can -do this hoxv/ever, it is necessary to 
loQb into the more important Social Utility Criteria that 
we Eientioned at the beginning. ■ ' 



THE SDClMilSTILITY G'ilTSILl 

.. ; : . It ^v^as pointed out earlier that the aajor abjective 

of DUE?, apart from generating the required voluae of ea- 
ployae'nt;, 'was to,, ensure, that the aanpower eaployed under 
DliEP got- utilised on productive w-orfes. That this should 
have been an important ohje-ctive is easily understandable 
jf we keep in mind the Biagnitudes involved in Even 

in a single district, in a single year, the operation in- 
volved. an expenditure of - more than a thousand lakh rupees 
and utilisation of nanpower of the order of almost 30 
lakh nan months. In an underdeveloped country like India 
it is not difficult to imagine what a collessal waste of 
developmental resources coijld result from DIE? if it only 
met the immediate problem of generating relief employment, 
Vifithout attempting to channelise this employment in direc- 
tions which' would he socially useful in the long term. 

This perspective of long term social benefits would suggest 
that of any two types of projects A and 3, x?hich can gene- 
rate a certain volume of short term employment at more or 
less comparable costs, A should be chosen in preference to 

I 

3 if .ii offers greater long-term social benefits than B. It 
would suggest, further, that A might be preferable to B 
even if B involved lower costs. The choice, in this case, 
would depend on the degree of difference in cost efficiency 



between A and B, the magnitude of larger long term benefits 
to be deriyed from A, and- the relative iciportance v^e attach 
to these, differences, ,, .. ^ ' 

From this point of view, it is useful to •■classify 
the different types of worhs into three different categOf- 
ries , 

A These works which are- socially useful in the long 
term because, they not only lead to the, creation of 
sub stantieil developmental assets but also reduce 
the probability of recurrence of the immediate 
contingency l,e. drought. 

B „ Those works ’.?hieh do lead to the creation of some 
■ i ., developmental assets, but do not significantly help 
to reduce the probability of recurrence of drought . 

C Those works which do not help to eliminate the basic 
causes of drought and generate relatively marginal 
developmental benefits. 

The seven major ^?ork types in DAEP are divided into 
these three categories as follows: 
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CATEGORY 


BENEFITS 


A Creating developEien- 

(irrigation) tal assets. Reducing- 
•: ■ the causes of recurr- 

\ '/ / ing drought. ' 

B; - Creating developnen- 

(hand Inpro- tal assets 
vaent) 


(others) 


L ini ted developaent 
asset creation 


• TYPES OF. WORK 

1) Major & Medium Irri- 
gation 

2) Minor Irrigation 

3) Well Irrigation 

4) Soil conserva- 
tion etc. 

5) /ifforestat ion 

6^ Metal Breafeing 
7) Roads 


Clearly, in. terns of long tern developmental benefits a 
high preniun vould have to be 

attached to irrigation isorhs of various types in category 
A for the dual purpose vvhich they serve. Mot only does 
irrigation Catalyse agricultural developaent by increa- 
sing production to much higher levels; but it also stab- 
ilisoa agricultural production at this higher level by 
reducing the probability of drought. 

It is laportant to stress that this high develop- 
mental benefit of irrigation was quite clearly perceived 
by government which node irrigation the core of the states 
5th five year plan. The Draft Outline of the state plan 
states the government intends to give a high priority 

to irrigation projects for stablisation of agriculture 
at an appreciably higher level. More than 25^ of the Fifth 
rian Outlay is proposed for irrigation Major, medium and 





ninor ... selecting nep/ projects care ill be talxen 

to ensure the benefits of t be project go to (a) those 
areas taat are chronically drought affected ans^equire 
insulation against frequent drought,.,^. 

The special suitability of irrigation works as a 
source of relief eaployment during drought was explicity 
recognised in the Scarcity Manual which spe»ified that as 
an anti -famine measure, preference' be given to irrigation 
yorlss* Tiie some perspective \jas reflected . in ' go verniseBt 
orders during the drought’ vi;Iiicli placed irrigation v^orks at 
the top; of-- thc-wpriority ranking . , „ 

^ At. the district level, the Fifth Five Year Plan for ■' 

Aurangabad points out that the dual benefit of irrigation 
is especially, relevant in Aurang.abacl .which, has large -chr- 
onically drought affected areas in the western part, , 

' ' ' - " 8 ' ' ' 

whiler its other regions are also drought prone . In order. 

to achieve the targeted T-l rate of growth, the plan states, 
there, has to be a breakthrough in agriculture the critical 

9 ■ ■ '■ ' ■ . 

, instrument for which is irrigation. Accordingly, the 
district 5th Five Year Plan has a target of increasing the 

5, The draft outline of Pfth Five Year Plan, Maharashtra 
, ^ = estate, pt.,5 . 

6. Scarcity Manual p,,4-6. 

1 .■ See- Scarcity --A Coapendiun of Government orders; 
especially Vol, II p. 19-21, 

g. See Fifth Five Year Plan. (1974-75 to 1978-79). district 
Planning Board, Aurangabad District.,. 1973, p, 46. 
Henceforth District Flan, ■; , ,, ■ 

9, District Plan p,18.,. . 



ixr igntecJ:; po^^r ■ tota^'- .€ultiv;r|;ted ; area from 7 *8/1) to 

16^ in order t.o get , a corresponding 20^ to 25/o increase 

• 10 

in agricultural production,. 

^ ^ out. of .tlie different types of irriga- 
tion works in category A well irrigation has been by far j 

the Host ii^'^rtant : in Aurangabad District , accounting / 
for 88 , 555 ^ of the total irrigate*’ area of 98,335 hectares 

upto 1971.A V' V 'a'-- a ' A 

A ■ - A; TABLE - -4 p ■ ' ' A:| 

AREA UI@Ea I.miGATION (1970-71) 


TYPE 


AREA GOVEISD 

Canals (Major & Mediun) 


10,547 

'hect ; 

Tanks (Minor) 


342 

hect 

Wells- 


87,078 

:,heet , ^ ■ 

Other 

r- - 

368 

hect . 

TOTiiL:^^^':i,:^'Ar'^^'^ 


98,335 

hect , 


Source: Distr ict ’ Fifth Five Year Plan, /jurangabafi p’,45 . 


It is odd that this clear recognition of the cri- 
tical iaportancG of Irrigation. & its special suitability 
as a ' scarcity work did ^not g8,t reflected in the listing 
of 'priorities of the Scarcity Plan ^itself . The Scarcity 

Al||ilJfi|AA 




in its statonent of 'priorities, gave top priority to 
’■aorfes ;f category B, i.e, land iaprovenen'; activity , of 
™liicli the nain iten T;7as soil conservation. 

It is true that .soil conservation, which is impor- 
tant for retaining productivity of the soil, as well as 
the other land developing activities like nala bunding, 
ayacut clevelopnsnt and afforestation are important for 
agriculture. It is also true that in the drought situa- 
tion there was great scope for undertaking these works. 

•At the Gild of 1972 there was still some 4.6 lakh hectares 

' 11 

of bund able land and these were conveniently dispersed 
around work sites and villages, such that relief labour- 
■'ers would not have to travel long distances. There was 

1.2 

also available about 330 kilometers of nala to be bunded 

and ab -out 48,000 hectares of land for ayacut development 

13 ■ 

in the 'command, area of the Jayakwadt 'project. Finally 

pre-monsoon work for land conserving afforestation could 

" " 14 ' • 

be uMertrJxen on 87,698 hectares of land , . 

•' Nevertheless, these different types of land impro- 
ving works do not help significantly to eliminate the 
causes of drought. Secondly even their contribution to 


11. District Plan, Aurangabad, p. 45. 

12, Scarcity Plan, p.6. 

13. Scarcity Plan, p.7. 

14, District Plan, Aurangabad,, p. 66, , 
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■.ulturnl production W nonlnal conparod to the 
raising agricultural pr ,, ,„ tcris of 

^ . Ct of irrigation. Consequently, » t„rd. 

sharp lapact of irr g- , . these 

or long toro deVelopEental h.-ncfi , 

'Social Utility or iJii^ 

1 n . dace' e’en 

i,orhs of category B riust he place- - 

in Category A, . ^ „ 

^ rt, r,„olal utility ladder oist C3i..e 

, r, i .go Metal Breaking and .-oaa Bui - 

^^tke works oi Gategory . ... as nacle out in 

ding. Tkese are not totally unproh-i 

.. --.ief onernt ions. But it is cer- 

nass aedia during tke r.-liel ^ 

n.'^tal Broken cannot Be eco- 

tainly true tBat nucn 

■ , nr r"ll construction In another 

nonlcally used in roan or . ,,rl/d one under 

location & that roads mth only the earth .. .. 

acarolty relief cannot he used once they are exposed 

tBe nonsoon . 

in short If ®rhs of category 0 are productive 

■ .oonpcially when coo- 

their productivity is very mrgrual - especial 

' ■ 1 nf r-’ic-yorV 3 & Category A, Consequen 

pared to the works of C.itegory oi s . ' . , 

*4-afiT-f listed ro-ad Building & a 
tiy, the scarcity .Plan itself listec. r 

brewing as having the louest priority and stated clear 

that these should he taken up only as a last resort uhen 

. -16 

nothing else was availaBle. 

Turning to the allocation patterns envisaged In 

' T1++1P sense in terns, of the 

scarcity Pla n, it n ates very little sense 

15, Scarcity Plan, o., ''; ■ . . ‘ 

16 » Scarcity Plan, p,12* . 
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Jocial Ltility criteria if we consider tbe eaploynient patt- 
ern ...u rived from the plan (See Table 6), Category C, the 
■'.’.'orst of the three, was targeted to provide almost half of 
the total employnent to be generated by DSSP whereas the- 
other two categories were each targeted to provide about 
a qurarter of the total enployment to be generated. As we 
pointed out above, however, there are some inconsistencies 
betv?een the envisaged investment pattern and the employment 
figures in the Scarcity Flan. Under the circuEistances j it 
is the expenditure patterns which should be treated., as "the ; ; 
authentic statement of intent in the plan be'eauie it is 
the deploynent of funds which constituted thedirectinstru- 
aent .variable for the' decision oakers in DEEP-, Moreover, 
as, we saw In- the last section, it .-was. the fund deployment 
ploji which was carefully xTOrked out. using precise and accu- 
rate information about different "wrk types and employment 
figures .were evidently tacked on some impressionistic basis 
once the basic choice of a fundAdeployment pattern was made. 
Solng by the' intended expenditure pattern in the Scarcity 
Plan, the plan seems more consistent with our Social Utility 
criteria, but this consistency is limited. In the Scarcity 
Pleoi frame each of the three categories gets about one 
third of the total outlay -with category A getting margina- 
lly more at the cost of - category' C. ■ ■ ' ‘ 
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' a vie. 01 , the very raojor dlllcrencee In long tern 

socinl utility ol the d Ilf rent cotcgorle one v.oulc eoco- 

" ' it 4 - ihnik of oxBOBdituro Should 

ect by this criteria that the bulh ol e .. 

artta.n oiiocntion to C as a 
go to Aj loss to 3 anc only - ■■ 

last resort ’wfeen employDent generation opoortunit 
not'availaDle in other categories. Evidently, such a 

pattern ivas mt envisaged in the plan. 

' It turns out therefore that the expenditure progra- 

ooe envisaged in the' Scarcity Plan for DIE? adhered stri- 

' • j. • ri-f r>“it 5 + efficiency, hut it did not 

ctly to the criteria of cost eiiicie y, 

seriously adopt the criteria ol long-tern Social Utility. 

Yot It Is the latter criteria which was clearly the core 
inportant ohjeotlve and the one which, In principle, was 
given nuch greater eophasls In the Scarcity hiinual , the 
Scarcity Flan , the consene.lun ol aovemmnt orders and 
oth-or sinilar (flocuneB.ts. 

section V mr. 1B.1LI3B P FATTSSN Of DEPLOYi-iaiT 

. We have reached, linally, the question ol evaluating 
.the- realised -pattern ol resource deployment In DSEF and 

examining t*at Impact the Scarcity Plan had on. this reali- 
sed pattern ol deployment In DilBF. .To recollect, we have 
discussed above the main criteria ol resource, aeploynent , 
l.e. long tern social.- utility , .and the secondary criteria, 
1 e nininlsation'ol money costs, which the government had 


in -line ~*ilc allocating resources for DES?. We have also 
spelt out ’ohat should have been the priority ranking of 
ciffsrent types of -sjorks according to these alternative 
criteria. In evaluating the Scarcity Plan in terms of 
these criteria, it turned out that the quantitative frame 
was neither fully xvorked out nor internally consistent. 
Furthermore we found that it adhered very closely to the 
secondary Cost Efficiency criteria, and not to the more 
Important Sooial Utility criteria, in the deployment 
patterns tha,t it envisaged. .This lecl to a deviation from 
the stated priorities of BEE? and in that sense the Scar- 
,,city. Flan was not _ optimal , 

In order to evaluate the optimality, or otherwise, 
of the realiserl cleployr:ent patterns' of DEE?, it is nece- 
ssary to bring together the two criteria spelt out above 
and evolve one , unified systen.; of ..priority -ranking : for 
the different types of relief works. For this ' purpo.se : we 
have adopted a device cal .led. L,exicographic ordering. In 
its essentials, this ordering system .is fairly simple, 

■'..There alternative have 'to' be ranked ^uot according to one 
single preference' scale"' but two 5r more,, the priority 
between preference sc'al.es itself is' ranked. Each alter- 
native i'S tton given its, aporo vt'e, pla<3e along a series 
where all ronkshalong one '"preference scale f-ollow all other 
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ranks' along a Higher r^riority/' preference scale. This sys- 

tea applies, for instance: to the ordering of ’vords in a 

d ict ionary . 

For our prohlcra, the application is a sinplc tr;o 
d inen siona.1 one and quite clear . The prioary orciering 
Dust he 'accord ing to the nore iDportant criteria (an expli- 
cit choice in being nade he're based upon the stated thin- 
liing of govemDent) of long tera Social Utility. Thus, all 
vjorks in category A ^ill precede those in category B and 
those in category 3 ’■.^ill precede those in category C along 
the X - axis (see cliagran;) . , Aithin each category A, B, C, 
those ¥Jorks with a lower cost ; coefficient of enploynent 
will prececio ;(be closer to' the than) those with a 

■higher cost eoef fie lent of: eDployrient along the y - axis, 

DIAGRAM I 

LSSICOGIi/iPEIC A'^UCING OF ".^OTiK CITEGOAIES 
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IffiY; ■ ■ 

. icajor and i/Iec’iun Irrigation'"' 

. k’inor Irrigation 

i aall Irrigation ■ . ;• 

4, Soil Conservation 

5, Appareritiition ’ ^ - 

6, Aoad Construct , , , 

7, 'Metal Breaking ' ■' ,M . 

Cost coefficient of enplbyqent ' • ' . A 

■ ■ 'dank increases tov'jard-S origin 'along both axis. . 

Fron our two-cl inension, lexicographic, ordering we 
find the following opt inal ranking of t?orks ; 

PI3ST ; Well Irrigation ■ 

SECOMD : Major and Medina Irrigation 

THIFJ) • Minor Irrigation 

FOUITH ;■ Afforestation 

FIFTH : Soil conservation 

SIXTH ; Metal Breaking 

SE7EHTE Ftoacl Building 

Tt/o exceptions, bus. be noted, '''‘e had pointed out 
above that Major and Medina Irrigation and Afforestation 


could only be taken up in linited areas for constraints 
other than shortage of funds. Consequently, in our eval- 
uation of the actual pattern of’ fund deployaent -a dispro- 
portionately low allocation to , these two i7ork types, con- 
pared to their rank, need not be regarded as a najor devia- 
tion froG the optinal deployment. Apaig: fron this, however, 

„ 
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tile opt Inal di str iliu t ion o f ou tlay /be t we sn d if f e re nt 'v ork 
categories should have follo^ved the: above prior it io.s. 

The actual deploynent of resources in DdEf during 
the entire agricultural year 1972-73 presents a rtather 
Interesting picture.. For reasons nentioned above affore- 
station got a negligible allocation, iiajor and Mecliun 
irrigation was also given a very aarginal role in the 
entire D?iEP operations with its 'Share of total allocation 
fluctuating about the five lakh aarli but never exceeding 
eight ,or nine 1-akhs , v/a have disregarded then in the sub- 
sequent faialysis., For the' renaining five types of naj or 
work heads, the agricultural year can be divided into four 
phases in terns of deploynent behaviour. In the first 
phase , up to the end of October 5 ’ the operations renained 
at a fairly low bevel , There was less than 10 lakhs a Qontb 
outlay;:,on each, type , excent in the case of soil conserva- 
tion. Soil conservation was the dominant activity during 
this period, its nonthly outlay rising fron about ten 
lakhs to aln'ost thirty lakhs.- Thus, category B doninated 
and during aost of this period, outlay on even, the xTOrst 
category of works C exceeded outlay on the best category A, 
Noveaber represents a second phase when there was a sharp 
increase in relief operations after, it becane evident that 
the .labi Crop wo'Uld also fail, 'Soil conservation regained 
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dominant, ;vith aore than tv?ice the outlay on any other work, 
i,:etai breaking and road building outlay also increased and 
rereained. T?ell above outlays on irrigation -sjorks, -cjhich actu- 
ally decreased. The third phase, De cember -January , repre- 
sented a stable period in i?hich most operations continued at 
a level slightly belotv the level reached during the previ- 
ous phase. This ;7as the period during which the Scarcity 
Flan became operational and its impact was felt immediately 
from the beginning of the fourth phase i.e, February. In 
this fourth phase, again, a sharp increase occured from 
February onwards, raising the overall operations of DEEP 
to an unprecedented level which dwarfed the level of oper- 
ation in Kovember . This new increase, significantly, was 
sharpest for irrigation works of category A, where it con- 
tinued right upto the end of June. For the other works, 
there was either a tapering off or a sharp fall after a 
peak reached in March. Consequently there was a turning 
point during this fourth phase at which the deployment 
pattern \¥as comp l*e tel y changed. Individually, outlays on 
minor and well irrigation, which had earlier remained sma- 
ller them outlay on C category works, now exceeded these by 
a hundred to four hundred percent and well Irrigation outlay 
came close to the outlay on soil conservation. However, 
the latter still remained the largest. As categories, the 
outlay on category A now not only exceeded outlay on cate- 
gory C but also, for the first time, the outlay on Category B. 
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£iO"7 coes this deployEient pattern conpare with the 
Dptinial priority ranking which we derive!? earlier? Ts.king 
the yt. ar as a whole, we f^nd that the nicidie ranking , land 
iraproving works of category B got alnost 40^ of the total 
outlay, “?hereas the top-ranking, highly productive works 
of category A got on equal share of about 30% of total 
outlay with the hot ton ranking unproductive works of cate- 
gory C, Individually, the picture is still worse. Minor 
Irrigation, one of the highest ranked works , got only 10% 
of the total outlay while unproductive itens like road 
building and netal breaking, at the bottom of the ranking, 
got as nuch as 15% each. One night argue that this was 
justified^ the lexicographic ranking not withstanding, 
since the cost coefficient of ninor irrigation is much 
greater than that of the works in category B and C, But 
even this dubious justification is not there in the ease 
of well irrigation \ihich has a cost coefficient which is 
actually lowfek- than- that of x^sorks in category C and only 
marginally greater than that , of soil conservation in cate- 
gory B. Inspite of its top rank, -well irrigation got only 
18*4 per cent of, total outlay while soil conservation with 
a nuch lower rank, got 38.7%, In other words, the deploy- 
ment of resources for the, year taken as a whole was not 
anywhere near optinal in terns of the Governnent ■ s own 
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However the annual Dicture raone is not at all ade- 
quate, especially for measuring the inpact of planning since 
we saw ahove that inportajnt changes in the ceploynent patt- 
ern- occurred during the year„ 

Consequently the entire reference pcrioc, i.e, the 
agricultural year 1972-73, has been split up into two 
equal periods. Period I, from July 1972 to Hecenber 1972, 
during which tine the scarcity plan was not in operation 
Period II, from Janu.ary to June 1973 , during which the 
scarcity pl-an was in operation. Goap-nring the two perio- 
ds , we can estiDate what inpact the introduction of -a 
Scarcity ?l-an h-ad on the ' performance ; of S.1SF . The coa- 
parative allocation between PcrioG I and Period II has 
been - reproduced in Table 5, together with the allocation 
envisaged in the Scarcity. Plan., 

It , Eiu s.t be noted , f ir st . o.f : all that there were s ig - 
lificait differences in tLj allocation pattern between 
)eriod I and period II and- that' the allocation during the 
.ater period was almost identical to the allocation envi- 
saged in the plan. The Scarcity Plan envisaged, a distri- 
ution of outlay where the best category of works, A, got 
7 , 5 % of the total, the second best category B got 82 *6f?i 
f the total and the worst category G, got’ 29.9^ of the 
)tal . In the actual allocation of period II the distri- 
ition between these categories was 37«2^^, 34 .2% & 28.65^ 
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re spGct Ivel y . Clearly; tlis plan ci Id not -lOiely re. in a 
statsEUjnt of intent but waa effectively iaplenenteci in 
the sense that the actual allocation was brought coniple~ 
tely in line with the allocation envisaged in the plan. 

Moreover, in terns of the ranking clerivea earlier, 
it turns out that the allocation during Period II was such 
closer to the optical allocation than the allocation during 
Period I. Of course as we saw earlier, the Scarcity Plan 
was heavily biased towards the short tern Cost Efficiency 
Criteria rather than the more inport ant Social Utility 
Griteria, Consequently, we- do not find as large an alloca- 
tion to the best category of works A as would be desired 
’ opt imally; in either the Scarcity 'Plan or the actual allo- 
cation which it generated in Period II. Siailarly, there 
is a laueh larger allocation to the second best category B, 
and' to the worst category, .G , than woulfi; be desired opt inally 
In fact, as we have just seen, all the three categories 
got alnost equal shares of a third each with category A 
and B being favoured very aarginally -at the cost of cate- 
gory C. Nevertheless, there is no gainsaying the fact that 
there is a very significant iaproveaent in Period II as 
compared to Period I, The share of irrigation works in 
Category A went up from a meagre 10.3% in Period I to 37.2% 
in Period II. Most of this increase occurred at the cost 
of category B, whose share decreased from as muoh as 57.0% 



to 34,2'/?. TiiQ sli-are of category C also decreased slightly 
from 32.75I to 28,6^^, In other tjorcls, tho Scarcity: Plan 
inspite of all Its, limitations , did’ serve as an effective 
instrument bringing the deployment patterns of Period 
II much closer to the optimal pattern than the unplanned 
allocation of Period I, • 

Our analysis, throughout has been formulated in fin-^ 
ancial terns or in enployment magnitudes, 'Slille the dim- 
ensions were dictated by the nature of the problem which 
we have tried to analyse, it' is necessary to atleast bri- 
efly refer to the physical profile of BISP in 0 
complete the picture. ■. v 

Unfortunately, periodic estimates of physical achie- 
vements' 'in B3EP were not Available . Hence it 'fs not possi- 
ble: to- reconstruct the change , between'' Period 1 and Period 
II, in the pattern of physical achievement x?hich must have 
been generated by the change in the financial deployment 
patte'rn. 4 : ■ 

V?hat xve do have, instead, is a cumulatiye estimate 
of the total physical achievement of DHEP during the entire 
period of drought i.e. January 19Ti to September 1973 (see. 
table 7). The most striking feature emerging ‘from these 
estimates is the very- large number of projects, partl.cul- 
arly for the different types of irrigation works in Cate- 
gory A, which were started but not coraplatecl. Our data 



2, 2 .1 . Irrigation .Tanks ^ , ''- ■ 59 Iconpleted 


2.2 Percolation Tanks 158 3 coapletod 

:2,3 irLla^e Tonds 149 93 conpletea 

. ■■. 2,4^ 3 , 184 184 corapletefi 

3>. . 4313 1105 struck water 

3.2 Tubevje 11s drilled 37 .16 successful & fixed 

■ ' ‘.witli puaps 

' r 3,3 deepend 901 277 3ells struck water 


3,5 Private ivells desllted ..' 24 24; eoapleted 


4 , 

, ,1 Soil Conservation 

1007 

2S'3 450 Hectors covered 


(Bunding) 




4,2 Ayacut development 

99 

4912,31 SUD covered 


4,3 Nala Bunding 

96 

85 coEipleted 

5 * 

5,1 Afforestation 

39 

120,000 bunches dug to 




cover 725 Hectors 

6. 

6',1 Metal Breaking 

381 

929033 cun. metal 




collected 

7. 

7,1 loacks ' ■ ' ■■■ 

547 

4181 Sm, Completed 


7,2 Trenches 

CM 

35,706 trenches dug. 


; S., Janbunathan - Scarcity in 'Aurangabad District 
(Mimeographed) note presented' at Scarcity Meeting, 
Coamissioner ' s Office, Aurangabad on 6th September, 
1973, Statement B, 
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pcrt-^ins to tfce cumulative achievenent upto the last month 
of the DEEP cpercotlons, j^Jdlng . to this quantitative pic- 
ture the 7/iclespread helief that even such of the work 
^7bich \7as completed was of low technical quality, it would 
appear that our analysis in terms of financial magnitudes 
has, if anything, underplayed the negative corisequences of ^ 
inadequate planning. ■ " ^ '' ’ a / 

SBCTIOH VI . 

CONCLUSION; A B\l/UvIEi?OaK .OF CONTINGENCY PLMNING 

A fex? salient points emerging from the foregoing ana- 
lysis need to be emphasised here. First of all it has to 
he asserted that a certain cynicism which exists about 
the relevance of planning in relief operations like DEEP, 
and the idea that there was no real planning at any time 
for BEEP, is completely unjustified. These theories are 
dramatically falsified hy the sharp changes in the deploy- 
ment pattern "jhich occured after the Scarcity Plan came 
into operation. The new deployment not only followed the 
.broad patterns laid down in the, ■ Scarcity Plan but also 
kept to the specific quantitative details of the Plan. 

Secondly, the change which came about brought the new 
deployment pattern closer to the optimal pattern, without 
ever attaining it. This deviation from the optimum followed 
directly from the short sightedness of the plvan. Even 
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tbougli , in principle, the long terH Social Utility crite- 
ria was stressed in the plan, its quantitative frane actua- 
lly followed the relatively less iiaportant criteria of Cost 
Efficiency. Thus suhoptinality was built into the plan 
itself . 

Moreover, we noted that the plan was not worked out 
as an Internally consistent airl coaplete docunent . While the 
financial outlays were made on the hasis of accurate infor- 
mation regard ing the cost coefficients of eaployaent in 
different types of works, the enployiaent inplications were 
never carefully worked out. This led to inconsistency bet- 
ween. the envisaged employment and expenditure targets. 

and internal inconsis- 
tency are not difficult to trace. The Scarcity Plan was not 
,v?orksd., out in advance . . It .was a plan which was for- 
mulated under extreme stress while the administration was 
already facing the crisis. It is easily understandable that 
in these circumstances a plan might not be formulated ration- 
ally and suffer from excessive Influence of the immediate 
problem. Hence the pre -occupation with holding down costs 
to a tolerable leve 1 while the magnitude of operations inc- 
. ■ reased at an overwhelming, pace.. 

An even more serious consequence of hot having a plan 
in advance was that , for the f irst few months, everything 
moved on an ad-^hec hasis along the line of least resistance 
- funds were flowing into unproductive directions where 



enplc'^nsiit coulcl. be prov.1rlecT easily ssitlnut Qucb prelimi- 
nary preparation. Hence the large deployment to road works 
■anc'' metal breaking-, Hen-ce the marginal allocation to highly 
productive irrigation works while a relatively less produ- 
ctive work -like so il conservation took almost 60% of the 
entire expenditure in -the first six months, - More than half 
the year was past before the plan -and the underlying 'sur- 
veys and technical studies etc, ’were av-a liable for funds 
to flow in increasing volume towards the more -productive - 
types of relief works,' , ; v d 

It turns out , theref ore , . that a plan can be an extre- 
mely useful instrument for ensuring that short term crises 
are tackled 'without disrupting long term programmes or 
aggarvating long tera problems. However, in order to der- 
ive the maxlnum benefit out of such a plan, it must be a 
contingency plan worked out carefully and completely well 
before the occurance' of drought, regardless of whether the ; 
drought will in fact occur or not. Moreover, this should 
not be a once for all exercise but an on going process 
where the plasi itself keeps changing - with the economic deve- 
lopment of- the region, 

k convenient way, and -perhaps -the only practical way, 
of undertaking such contingency planning is to incorporate 
it as a part of the 'regular development planning process, 
Md indeed it should be, since proper planning for rural 
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developnent should not be based on unrealist id' tj; s' sunpt ions 
about natural conditions but expliclty provide for the con- 
tingency: of crop failures etc , - 

Lately great enphasis has been laid on special rural 
works Torogrannes for creat ing 'enploynent , such as :the CSPs.E 
(Crash scheme for rural ecaployment ), Maharashtra State it- 
self has led the ojay with an Bnploynient -Guarantee Scheme 
for the unemployed. All these schemes have been designed 
to operate under normal conditions for productive emoloy- 
ment of surplus labour which exists even when there are 
normal agricultural operations. Contingency planning can 
be incorporated into development by slightly reorienting 
these special employment scheme s . Among other things , such 
reorientation would involve, 

a) That the deployment patterns of even such normal eap- 
: loyment scheme s be determinetl;' on the basis of the con- 


b) 


t ing ency planning criteria discussed in this study. 

Th.at the employment schemes be worked out in suffici- 
ent detail and with,;adequate flexibility several years 
in advance, e.g. at the beginning of the five year plan: 
such that in the event of a drought or similar natural 
calamity, normal targets for two or three years can be 
quickly converted to contingency targets for a single 
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c) Tliat sinilar flexibility be maintained ?^itli respect 

to file fuading and logistics of these special employ - 
ment schemes; such that they do not become bottlenecks 
i^ normal targets of several years are suddenly picked 
up ,as contingency targets in a single .year. 

In effect a plan for employing surplus labour during 
several years would become a plan for employing 'surplus' 
as well as normally employed labour in a single year if 
agricultural operations fail. 

Through this method relief operation would, be totally 
integrated as part of the development prograame and contin- 
gency planning would become a part of normal development 
planning . Planning which proYides well worked out .alter- - 
natives for alternative 'states of the world' - which is ^ 
really what a development plan should provide, 
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